HUDSON RIVER PCBs REASSESSMENT RI/FS
PHASE 3 REPORT: FEASBILITY STUDY
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Tri+ Sediment Concentration (mg/kg)

Figure 6-7. Comparison Between Forecastsfor Thompson Island Pool Cohesive Surficial Sedimentsfor Alternatives

for Screening
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Tri+ Sediment Concentration (mg/kg)

Figure 6-8. Comparison Between Forecastsfor Thompson Island Pool Non-Cohesive Surficial Sedimentsfor

Alternativesfor

Screening
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Tri+ Sediment Concentration (mg/kg)

Figure 6-9. Comparison Between Forecastsfor Schuylerville Cohesive Surficial Sedimentsfor Alternativesfor

Screening
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Tri+ Sediment Concentration (mg/kg)

Figure 6-10. Comparison Between Forecastsfor Schuylerville Non-Cohesive Surficial Sedimentsfor Alternativesfor

Screening
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Tri+ Sediment Concentration (mg/kg)

Figure6-11. Comparison Between Forecastsfor Stillwater Cohesive Surficial Sedimentsfor Alternativesfor
Screening
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Tri+ Sediment Concentration (mg/kg)

Figure6-12. Comparison Between Forecastsfor Stillwater Non-Cohesive Surficial Sedimentsfor Alternativesfor
Screening
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Tri+ Sediment Concentration (mg/kg)

Figure 6-13. Comparison Between Forecasts for Waterford Cohesive Surficial Sedimentsfor Alternativesfor
Screening
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Tri+ Sediment Concentration (mg/kg)

Figure6-14. Comparison Between Forecastsfor Waterford Non-Cohesive Surficial Sedimentsfor Alternativesfor
Screening
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Tri+ Sediment Concentration (mg/kg)

Figure 6-15. Comparison Between Forecasts for Federal Dam Non-Cohesive Surficial Sedimentsfor Alternativesfor

Screening
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Average Annual Total PCB Concentration (ng/L)

Figure 6-16. Comparison Between Water Column Total PCB Forecasts at Thompson |sland Dam for Alternatives
for Screening
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Average Annual Total PCB Concentration (ng/L)

Figure 6-17. Comparison Between Water Column Total PCB Forecasts at Schuylerville for Alternativesfor
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Average Annual Total PCB Concentration (ng/L)

Figure 6-18. Comparison Between Water Column Total PCB Forecasts at Stillwater for Alternativesfor Screening
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Average Annual Total PCB Concentration (ng/L)

Figure 6-19. Comparison Between Water Column Total PCB Forecastsat Waterford for Alternativesfor Screening
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Average Annual Total PCB Concentration (ng/L)

Figure 6-20. Comparison Between Water Column Total PCB Forecasts at Federal Dam for Alternatives for
Screening
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PCB Concentration (mg/kg)

Figure 6-21. Comparison of Species-Weighted Fish Fillet Average PCB Concentration in River Section 1
for Alternativesfor Screening
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PCB Concentration (mg/kg)

Figure 6-22. Comparison of Species-Weighted Fish Fillet Average PCB Concentration in River Section 2
for Alternativesfor Screening
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Figure 6-23. Comparison of Species-Weighted Fish Fillet Average PCB Concentration in River Section 3
for Alternativesfor Screening
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Tri+ Sediment Concentration (mg/kg)

Figure 6-24. Comparison Between Forecastsfor Thompson | land Pool Cohesive Surficial Sedimentsfor
Alternatives Retained for Detailed Analysis
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Tri+ Sediment Concentration (mg/kg)

Figure 6-25. Comparison Between Forecastsfor Thompson | sland Pool Non-Cohesive Surficial Sedimentsfor
Alternatives Retained for Detailed Analysis
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Tri+ Sediment Concentration (mg/kg)

Figure 6-26. Comparison Between Forecastsfor Schuylerville Cohesive Surficial Sedimentsfor Alternatives
Retained for Detailed Analysis
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Tri+ Sediment Concentration (mg/kg)

Figure 6-27. Comparison Between Forecastsfor Schuylerville Non-Cohesive Surficial Sedimentsfor Alternatives
Retained for Detailed Analysis
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Tri+ Sediment Concentration (mg/kg)

Figure 6-28. Comparison Between Forecastsfor Stillwater Cohesive Surficial Sedimentsfor Alternatives Retained
for Detailed Analysis
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Tri+ Sediment Concentration (mg/kg)

Figure 6-29. Comparison Between Forecastsfor Stillwater Non-Cohesive Surficial Sedimentsfor Alternatives
Retained for Detailed Analysis
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Tri+ Sediment Concentration (mg/kg)

Figure 6-30. Comparison Between Forecastsfor Waterford Cohesive Surficial Sedimentsfor Alternatives Retained
for Detailed Analysis
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Tri+ Sediment Concentration (mg/kg)

Figure 6-31. Comparison Between Forecastsfor Waterford Non-Cohesive Surficial Sedimentsfor Alternatives
Retained for Detailed Analysis
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Tri+ Sediment Concentration (mg/kg)

Figure 6-32. Comparison Between Forecastsfor Federal Dam Non-Cohesive Surficial Sedimentsfor Alternatives
Retained for Detailed Analysis
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Average Annual Total PCB Concentration (ng/L)

Figure 6-33. Comparison Between Water Column Total PCB Forecasts at Thompson |sland Dam for Alternatives
Retained for Detailed Analysis
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Average Annual Total PCB Concentration (ng/L)

Figure 6-34. Comparison Between Water Column Total PCB Forecasts at Schuylerville for Alternatives Retained
for Detailed Analysis
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Average Annual Total PCB Concentration (ng/L)

Figure 6-35. Comparison Between Water Column Total PCB Forecasts at Stillwater for Alternatives Retained for

Detailed Analysis
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Average Annual Total PCB Concentration (ng/L)

Figure 6-36. Comparison Between Water Column Total PCB Forecasts at Waterford for Alternatives Retained for
Detailed Analysis
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Average Annual Total PCB Concentration (ng/L)

Figure 6-37. Comparison Between Water Column Total PCB Forecasts at Federal Dam for Alternatives Retained

for Detailed Analysis
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Figure 6-38. Comparison between Species-Weighted Fish Fillet Average PCB Concentration in River

Section 1 for Alternatives Retained for Detailed Analysis
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PCB Concentration (mg/kg)

Figure 6-39. Comparison between Species-Weighted Fish Fillet Average PCB Concentration in River
Section 2 for Alternatives Retained for Detailed Analysis
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Figure 6-40. Comparison between Species-Weighted Fish Fillet Average PCB Concentration in River
Section 3 for Alternatives Retained for Detailed Analysis
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